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seat occupancy, in communication with said computerized system operable for controlling the 
resistance of said supplemental roati ain restraint system. 
Remarks & Ai'giiments: 

Regarding the specification, Applicant respectflilly assets that the objections imder 35 
U.S.C 132(a) is improper because what the Examiner considers as being new matters are 
found tliroughout the body of the specification and also in the bodies of the parent 
applications ^'History Chan/' Secondly, the inclusion of "Field of tlie invention and 
Backgi Dimd of the invention" ore amendmetits made cia a matter of fomi, and appeared in 
the original filing *\Striketlii ough." Tlie materials found in the sections "Field of the 
invention" and ''Background of the invention" are supported tlu ougliout in the original 
disclosure and also in the parent apphcations. 

The Examiner has refiised to locate these materials material in the above mentioned 
documents, tliereby anticipating imjust grounds for tliese objections. Applicant 
lespectfiiUy advised that tlie materials found in the prior applications foi* patents ''History 
Clidin * and the original submitted materials for tliis application are all part of the 
invention and should be considered as such, including the drawings, the claims, and the ^ 
specifications. Applicant respectfiilly traverses this objection. Reconsideration is 
riispectfiilly requested in order to avoid filing an appeal. 

The Examiner objected claiins 105* 107 and 111 because of informaUties. 



Regarding claims 105, 107,:aud i ll , Apphcant has respectfiilly responded to these 
iirfonnalities. Reconsideration is respeaflilly requested. 

Claims 65r89, 93-95 and 104-1 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12 first paiMgiaph for 
failing to comply ^^ith the enablement requiiement. 

Regarding olaim« 65-89. 93-95 and 104-1 10, Applicant respectfiilly traversesj these 
rejections on the groimds that adjusting a deployment unit is comprehensively disclosed 
in a manner tliat one of ordinary skill would be able to make and use the invention. 

Regarding piezoelecti'ic crystal, it is not an obvious practice for the Examiner to rely 
solely on his understanding, limitations, and knowledge of the applications of the 
piezoelectric actuator. The disclosure of piezoelectric cr^'stal is i^ioper and meets the 
application, definition, and claimed limitation as applied to the instant invention. 

Regai'ding the sliding pot. Applicant lias compi ehensively disclosed it in a manner tliat 
one with ordinary skill in the ait would be able to make and use the device. 
Reconsideration is respectfiilly requested, 

Regai'ding the memorj' dex'ice. Applicant has clearly disclosed tliis device in a manner 
fliat one with ordinary skill would be able to make or use the device. Further disclosiu-e of 
tlie memory device and all otlier subsequent devices are fomid tluougliout the priority 
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applicatioDS. Reconsiderations are respectfiilly requested. 

It is uncleoi' as to what materials the Examiner is examining because in all subsequent 
piiority applications, Applicant cleaily disclosed a silicon controlled rectifier. Tlie 
Examiner haa again, tailed to consider and ti eat tliist application aiid ail subsequent 
priority applications that are under liis examination by their merits. Tlie in.stant 
appHcv^tion is riglitfiiUy comiected to its priority applications and all materials contained 
in the subject matters for the priority applications should be con.sidered. Reconsideration 
is respectAilly requested 

Claims 65-89, 93-95 and 104-1 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12, second paragiaph 
for being indefinite. 

Regarding claims 65-69, 93-95 and 104-110, Apphcant respectfiilly tiaverses this 
rejections 

Regaiding claim 65, one or more electiical signal, electrical voltage is one electiical 
property, electrical current is another electrical property, electrical resistance is another 
• electrical property.' . : . ; , . . \ / 

Regaiding claim 68. Tlie claim as amended on 02/03/201 1 reads" The. vehicle occupant seat 

detection means and weiglit responsive system of claim 65, wherein said memory device fiirther 

comprises at least an EPROM being operable with said at least one computerized system and 

responsive to classitled data for said at least one seated occupant." ' . 

Regaiding claim 70, tliis claim has been amended to point particularly to applicant's invention. ' 

Regarding claim 72, this claim has been amended to particularly poiiit out to ai^i^licant^s 

invention. 



Claims 65-89. 93-95. 104, 106 and 108-1 10 me rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stefiens, Jr., in \iew of Turner et ai and Melniey et al 

Regaiding claims 65-89, 93-95, 106 and 108-109, Applicant respectfully tiaverses these 
rejections on tlie gioiuids that Steifens, Jr. et. al. teach a regulatmg means includmg 
means for determining in which of a pUu ality discrete occupant weiglit ranges the 
occupant sensed weiglit falls, means for determining in wliich of a plurality of discrete 
occupant position ranges the occupant's sensed position falls* said control means 
selecting one of a pliu ahty of a disci ete conti ol zones dependant upon botli said 
detei^iiined occupant discrete weiglit range and »aid determined occupant discrete 
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position mnge of the occupant and providing said crartrol signal based on the selects one 
of said control zone is used to elaborate fiirther deployment force coirtrol deficiencies. 
Secondly, Mehney et al. should not be available as prior art against patentability of the 
pending claims because the subject matter of the pending claims is supported in the 
applications of the history chain, INCLUDING APPLICATION SERIAL NUMBER 
08/953,503, which predates the effective filing date of Mehney et al. In view of the 
foregoing, it is respectfiilly submitted that at the time Mehney et al. plication filed, 
the inventor for the present appUcation had possession of the claimed inventions set forth 
in the independent claims, and all «lieir depending oWmB. The Examiner's r^'ections of 
the claimed subject matters should be wthdrsvm. The Examiner has &iled to identify 
within all scope of obviousness, including the Examiner's prior an Searching, The proof 
of non-obvious innovative and inventive steps is seen throughout Applicant's published 
documents that include the history chain within U5PTO database under application serial 
number 08/953, 503 filed 10/1 7/1997 by the same mventor of current application. Hiese 
Include provisional application serial number 60/054.435 filed 07/14/1997 by the same 
inventor of current ^plication, provisional application serial number 60/079,496 filed 
03/26/1998 by the same inventor of current application. All the proof of innovative and 
inventive steps in the subject matters are seen throughout the above published documents. 
Applicant respectfiOly requests the wifltdrawal of these rejections. Reconsideiatioo is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectively 




JoscpfiTabc 
240-462-0487 
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